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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

This Office Action is responsive to Applicant's amendment and request for 
reconsideration of Application 09/810,945 filed on March 4, 2009. 
The amendment contains amended claims: 34 and 43. 
The amendment contains previously presented claims: 35-42 and 44-51 . 
The amendment contains new claims: 55-56. 
Claims 1-33 have been canceled. 
Claims 52-54 have been withdrawn. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 34-42 and 55 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. Claim 34 refers to "a switch computer 
connected to the plurality of host computers". Based on antecedent basis, it would be 
clearer to claim "a switch computer connected to the plurality of merchant host 
computers" as recited in the first limitation of the claim so it's clear the host computers 
are the same host computers of the first limitation. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 34-51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

US Patent 6,647,376 B1 (further referred to as Farrar), in view of US Patent 7,356,502 

B1 to LaBadie et al. (further referred to as LaBadie), and further in view of US Patent 

5,679,940 to Templeton (further referred to as Templeton). 

Regarding claim 34, Farrar discloses a system for conducting a commercial 
transaction using checking information comprising: 

A merchant host computer, operable to receive transaction information from at 
least one input receiving device (Figures 1-2; column 4, lines 7-27; column 6, lines 50- 
55; column 14, lines 11-59) including checking account information of a paper check 
and a sales amount for a purchase transaction, the checking account information 
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including a transit routing number (TRN) (Figure 2; column 4, lines 7-27; column 6, lines 
42-49; column 7, lines 30-40; column 8, line 60 - column 9, line 5; column 14, lines 11- 
59); 

A switch computer connected to the host computer and a plurality of participating 
drawee banks (Figures 1-2; column 6, lines 50-67; column 14, lines 11-59), the switch 
computer being operable to: 

Receive a service request message containing the transaction information and a 
request to perform a conversion operation (Figures 1-2, 5; column 4, lines 7-27; column 
6, lines 50-55; column 7, lines 54-56; column 8, lines 59-67; column 14, lines 11-59); 

Farrar does not disclose where the switch computer is operable to: 
Perform an exclusion check on the received service request message based on 
a comparison of the TRN contained in the service request message against a list of 
excluded transit routing numbers; send to the host computer an indicator indicating that 
the authorization for the conversion request is denied without forwarding the service 
request message to a drawee bank of the paper check if the performed exclusion check 
determines that the TRN is present in the list of excluded transit routing numbers; and 
send the received service request message to a selected one of the plurality of drawee 
banks with corresponds to the TRN is the performed exclusion check determines that 
the TRN is not present in the list of excluded transit routing numbers. 
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However, Farrar discloses where the host computer (the merchant processor) is 
operable to: 

Perform an exclusion check on the received service request message based on 
a comparison of the TRN contained in the service request message against a list of 
excluded transit routing numbers (Figure 5; column 4, lines 15-18; column 9, line 1-17; 
column 14, lines 11-59); and 

Send the received service request message to a selected one of the plurality of 
drawee banks with corresponds to the TRN is the performed exclusion check 
determines that the TRN is not present in the list of excluded transit routing numbers 
(Figure 5; column 9, lines 1-17; column 14, lines 1 1-59). 

Farrar discloses that the merchant processor is connected to both a point of sale 
input device and an EFT switch such that received transaction data can be obtained 
and by using the TRN of the check, determine if the TRN is associated with a 
participating or not, such that if the TRN indicates a participating bank the data can be 
sent to the bank through the switch. It is obvious from Farrar that the receipt of 
transaction and TRN data is occurring and that a determination as to whether the 
transaction data should be sent along to a drawee bank or not is being made. If the 
check of the TRN indicates the bank is participant, the data is sent. If the check of the 
TRN indicates that the bank is not a participant, the data is not sent. 

Farrar does not disclose sending an indicator indicating that the authorization for 
the conversion request is denied. However, LaBadie discloses sending an indicator 
indicating that the authorization for the conversion request is denied (column 2, lines 18- 
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28; column 5, lines 40-53; column 6, lines 22-29 and lines 56-61). It would be obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the seeking of 
conversion based on the determination of TRN status as disclosed by Farrarto adapt 
the indication of a denied conversion request as disclosed by LaBadie. The motivation 
would be that when a request for a transaction is submitted, the requestor generally 
expects either for the request to be acted upon, for the request to be denied, or for 
some alternative to be offered. 

Farrar does not specifically disclose a plurality of merchant host computers 
connected to the switch computer. However, Farrar discloses where the merchant 
processor may be an entity separate from the merchant, such as a check guarantee 
service (column 1 4, lines 1 1 -27). Templeton discloses where a plurality of merchant 
computers send information to a check guarantee service (column 2, lines 43-54; 
column 2, line 63 — column 3, line 8; column 1 2, line 66 - column 1 3, line 1 7). It would 
be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the use 
of a merchant processor which is a separate entity from the merchant for the purpose of 
authorizing paper checks received by a merchant to adapt the ability of a plurality of 
merchants to connect to the authorization computer. The motivation would be that the 
system would not be set up for a single merchant's use but rather for processing the 
requests of many merchants such as to effectively use the processing ability of the 
computer resources, as is known in the check guarantee service industry. 
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Regarding claim 43, Farrar discloses a method of processing a paper check 
transaction occurring at a point of sale, the method comprising: 
At a host computer: 

Receiving transaction information including checking account information of a 
paper check and a sales amount for a purchase transaction, the checking account 
information including a transit routing number (TRN) (Figure 2; column 4, lines 7-27; 
column 6, lines 42-49; column 7, lines 30-40; column 8, line 60 - column 9, line 5; 
column 14, lines 1 1-59); 

Assembling a service request message including the transaction information and 
a request to perform a conversion operation (Figure 5; column 4, lines 7-43; column 6, 
lines 42-67; column 8, line 60 - column 9, line 17; column 14, lines 1 1-59); 

Transmitting the service request message to a switch computer (Figures 1 , 5; 
column 8, line 57 - column 9, line 17; column 14, lines 1 1-59); and at the switch 
computer: 

Receiving the transmitted service request message from the host 
computer (Figures 1, 5; column 8, line 57 - column 9, line 17; column 14, lines 1 1-59); 

Sending a response received from the selected drawee bank to the host 
computer (Figures 2, 5; column 7, lines 12-15; column 9, lines 23-27; column 15, lines 
10-18). 
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Farrar does not disclose where the switch computer is operable to: 
Perform an exclusion check on the received service request message based on 
a comparison of the TRN contained in the service request message against a list of 
excluded transit routing numbers; send to the host computer an indicator indicating that 
the authorization for the conversion request is denied without forwarding the service 
request message to a drawee bank of the paper check if the performed exclusion check 
determines that the TRN is present in the list of excluded transit routing numbers; and 
send the received service request message to a selected one of the plurality of drawee 
banks with corresponds to the TRN is the performed exclusion check determines that 
the TRN is not present in the list of excluded transit routing numbers. 

However, Farrar discloses where the host computer (the merchant processor) is 
operable to: 

Perform an exclusion check on the received service request message based on 
a comparison of the TRN contained in the service request message against a list of 
excluded transit routing numbers (Figure 5; column 4, lines 15-18; column 9, line 1-17; 
column 14, lines 11-59); and 

Send the received service request message to a selected one of the plurality of 
drawee banks with corresponds to the TRN is the performed exclusion check 
determines that the TRN is not present in the list of excluded transit routing numbers 
(Figure 5; column 9, lines 1-17; column 14, lines 1 1-59). 
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Farrar discloses that the merchant processor is connected to both a point of sale 
input device and an EFT switch such that received transaction data can be obtained 
and by using the TRN of the check, determine if the TRN is associated with a 
participating or not, such that if the TRN indicates a participating bank the data can be 
sent to the bank through the switch. It is obvious from Farrar that the receipt of 
transaction and TRN data is occurring and that a determination as to whether the 
transaction data should be sent along to a drawee bank or not is being made. If the 
check of the TRN indicates the bank is participant, the data is sent. If the check of the 
TRN indicates that the bank is not a participant, the data is not sent. 

Farrar does not disclose sending an indicator indicating that the authorization for 
the conversion request is denied. However, LaBadie discloses sending an indicator 
indicating that the authorization for the conversion request is denied (column 2, lines 18- 
28; column 5, lines 40-53; column 6, lines 22-29 and lines 56-61). It would be obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the seeking of 
conversion based on the determination of TRN status as disclosed by Farrar to adapt 
the indication of a denied conversion request as disclosed by LaBadie. The motivation 
would be that when a request for a transaction is submitted, the requestor generally 
expects either for the request to be acted upon, for the request to be denied, or for 
some alternative to be offered. 

Farrar does not specifically disclose a plurality of merchant host computers 
connected to the switch computer. However, Farrar discloses where the merchant 
processor may be an entity separate from the merchant, such as a check guarantee 
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service (column 1 4, lines 1 1 -27). Templeton discloses where a plurality of merchant 
computers send information to a check guarantee service (column 2, lines 43-54; 
column 2, line 63 — column 3, line 8; column 1 2, line 66 - column 1 3, line 1 7). It would 
be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the use 
of a merchant processor which is a separate entity from the merchant for the purpose of 
authorizing paper checks received by a merchant to adapt the ability of a plurality of 
merchants to connect to the authorization computer. The motivation would be that the 
system would not be set up for a single merchant's use but rather for processing the 
requests of many merchants such as to effectively use the processing ability of the 
computer resources, as is known in the check guarantee service industry. 

Regarding claims 35 and 44, Farrar discloses wherein the input receiving device 
includes a magnetic ink character recognition device operable to receive the paper 
check, the paper check no being used as a negotiable instrument and being returned to 
the customer (Figure 2; column 6, lines 38-48; column 8, lines 60-65; column 12, lines 
29-31; column 14, lines 11-26; column 15, lines 10-18). 

Regarding claims 36 and 45, Farrar discloses wherein the input device includes a 
keyboard (Figure 2; column 7, lines 28-40). 



Application/Control Number: 09/81 0,945 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 3692 

Regarding claims 37 and 46, Farrar discloses wherein the conversion operation 
comprises one of conversion only, conversion with verification and conversion with 
guarantee (at least column 1 , lines 41-48; column 2, lines 1 7-25). 

Regarding claims 38 and 47, neither Farrar nor LaBadie disclose wherein the 
transaction information includes one or more separators and the input receiving device 
translates the one or more separators into alphanumeric characters. Farrar does 
disclose that messages are created and sent in standard message protocol as defined 
by ISO 8583 format (column 16, lines 20-45). Further, Templeton discloses wherein the 
transaction information includes one or more separators and the input receiving device 
translates the one or more separators into alphanumeric characters (column 23, line 27 
- column 24, line 27). It would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify the use of standard ISO 8583 message format to adapt the use 
of separators and alphanumeric characters as disclosed by Templeton, the motivation 
being to create a standard message which can be sent and received by participating 
processing organizations. 

Regarding claims 39 and 48, Farrar discloses wherein the input device further 
includes a point of sale terminal into which the purchase amount may be entered 
(Figure 2; column 7, lines 28-40). 
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Regarding claim 40 and 49, neither Farrar nor LaBadie discloses wherein the 
service request message includes a settlement code indicating how the settlement will 
occur. However, Templeton discloses wherein the service request message includes a 
settlement code indicating how the settlement will occur (column 12, line 66 - column 
1 3, line 1 7; column 25, line 45 - column 26, line 20). It would be obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the sending of settlement 
codes for conversion, conversion with verification or conversion with guarantee as 
disclosed by the combination of Farrar and LaBadie to adapt the use of a code to 
indicate how settlement will occur as disclosed by Templeton, the motivation being to 
provide a single data packet that includes data necessary for processing the request 
message. 

Regarding claims 41 and 50, Farrar discloses wherein the service request 
message includes a unique transaction identifier that allows related transactions to be 
associated in a set (column 9, lines 1-16; column 14, lines 33-53 where the request 
message includes the MICR data which includes the TRN which allows the related 
transactions for the TRN to be associated). 

Regarding claims 42 and 51, Farrar discloses wherein the host computer and the 
switch computer are connected via a telecommunication network (column 7, lines 23- 
27). 
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Claims 55-56 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Farrar, LaBadie, and Templeton as applied to claims 34 and 43 above, and further in 
view of Official Notice. 

Regarding claims 55-56, neither Farrar, LaBadie nor Templeton disclose 
periodically updating the list of excluded transit routing numbers. However, examiner 
takes Official Notice that it is old and well known and would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to update a database of information against which check data is 
being authorized. Data is continuously changing and a database against which check 
authorizations are being made would need to be updated regularly in order to remain 
relevant. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant argues that in the present invention a service request message is 
declined immediately at the switch computer without the message being further routed 
to a drawee bank of the paper check and that Farrar fails to disclose this limitation. 
However, as detailed in the rejection above, the function of performing an authorization 
before sending a message to a drawee bank is performed by Farrar. Figure 1 of Farrar 
discloses the elements and steps as claimed in the present invention. Figure 1 of 
Farrar shows a check being presented to a merchant at a POS terminal, where 
information is sent to a merchant processor for a determination as to whether the check 
is drawn from a participating check, and if the check is drawn on a participating bank, a 
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message is sent to the switch to send to the participating bank. If the check is not from 
a participating bank, the message is not sent to the switch and therefore not sent to the 
non-participating bank. As detailed above, the merchant processor of Farrar performs 
the steps of the switch in the present application. The components of a check writer, a 
merchant with a POS device, a processor for determining authorization and a switch for 
passing along message to participating banks are present in both Farrar and the 
present application. Several of the operation steps are performed by the Merchant 
Processor in Farrar where they are performed by the switch in the present application. 
The applicant argues that the switch is intended to authorize the messages before 
sending them to bank in order to increase efficiency of the message sending and to 
provide quicker service for the merchant and consumer at the merchant. It is noted that 
by the authorization occurring at the Merchant Processor prior to sending the message 
to a switch to send to drawee banks, the same result is being achieved by use of the 
same components. 

Applicant argues that in Farrar the exclusion check is performed at the merchant 
rather than at a switch computer which is a central computer that is communication with 
a plurality of merchants (as a newly added claim limitation). However, examiner notes 
that the exclusion check is not performed at the merchant, but in contrast by a Merchant 
Processor. It is noted that no where does Farrar disclose "a Merchant's Processor" but 
rather it is called a "Merchant Processor" and Farrar specifically discloses that the 
Merchant Processor "may be an entity separate from the merchant, such as a check 
guarantee service". And it is old and well known that a check guarantee service 
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receives requests for authorization from a plurality of merchants with which it is in 
communication. Therefore, the exclusion check is not is not performed at the merchant 
level but rather at the Merchant Processor level which may be operated by a service 
operating for the service for a plurality of merchants and operating prior to sending the 
message along to a switch computer to send to a drawee bank. 



Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Jennifer 
Liversedge whose telephone number is 571-272-3167. The examiner can normally be 
reached on Monday - Friday, 8:30 AM - 5 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kambiz Abdi can be reached at 571-272-6702. The fax number for the 
organization where the application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 

Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 

published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 

Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 

For more information about the PAIR system, see <http://pair-direct.uspto.gov> . Should 

you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 

Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

/Jennifer Liversedge/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 3692 

/Kambiz Abdi/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3692 



